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ABS'rRACT

DEEP OPERATIONS IN AIRLAND BATTLE DOCTRINE: THE
EMPLOYMENT OF U.S. GROUND FORCES IN DEEP OPERATIONAL
MANELVER, by MAJ Darrell E. Crawford, USA, 32 pages.

In Soviet Army doctrine, deep operations has been a long
time in development and is manifested today in the Operational
.Maneuver Group. As the name implies, the Soviet emphiasis is at
the operational level. The mission of an OMG would be to
penetrate enemy defenses, raiding deep to destroy vital targets
and seize key objectives while avoidin¢ decisive engageront. It
is a grouimd .l-fneu\.Cr concept c onducted .)y a carefully tailored, ad
hoc military foriaation controlied by the o.prationai cou- iYrtdcr.

In the U.S. -\rmy deep operations is a relatively new
doctrinal developi -nt; the emphasis is on operational firtis and
electronic warfare rather than on groind ,man.uver. The Soviets
rocofnize the threat Lo their fK] ow-c- ci' ir .i by hi ,

ctocimologv wea xtnry, hcev-r, and if thu - ':r-,rw Pact irr-a.ies
will most" likely be a surprise attack by on.," forwa:d de!,lov.-Iforces f,,.hE- up into a 3inAle ecielon. Th:s "ucests that thei ";A['Uf strategyboze] in It n t tn.]v w.n e :C~ f, ,

obsolete, or miht not be an effective uQtet'Lent. it also
suggests that on a central European battlefield characterized by .0
mteting engagenments between large units, deep ope-rational qneuiver
might have an increased significance in the outcome of the war.

The question that this lroper seeks to answer is what could >

the U.S. Army gain by having a concept for deep Or-:ationa1
,aneuver by ground forces in a mid- to high-intensity war! 10
answer this question I (1) analyze Soviet deep operations theory
to determine how their concept developed and what they expect an
SMG to accomplish, (2) e'val uAte AirLand Battle doctrine and
,ietermine the current role of deep operations, (3) com-vire Soviet
deveiojvlents to C.S. carabilities to determine the potentiali o:
U.S. grotud forces in de-p operations, and (4) determine if a
concept for deep operational maneuver by ground forces could M
benefit the U.S. Army. A NATO-Warsaw Pact scenario is used as a
model within which to analyze the problem. A surprise attack isassumed. V ,

This study concludes that an operational expansion of the
current deep operations concept could benefit the Army Dy
providing a model that commainders could use to plan and train. for
b )ld nvqneuver of large units over long distances. It would also
ue an excelient vehicle for preIaring them to conduct eng...ens
:n a fluid, uncertain environment. .--.n exrTlieit framework for -he
,-mployment of vrcund or:us n! dc-op :-r:iticus tO .- nicc
op1erational aims would rit well into e:stin; auctrirte, a,, .
help deter eiiemy attack.

Three implications that. result from this study are that:
(1) brigades might be the best formation to maintain as self-
supporting tactical entities with divisions being primarily
warfighting headquarters that can receive whatever mix of
brigades, by type, that the situation calls for; (2) airmechan-
ization, a combined arms, maneuver oriented concept that can be
applied at the operational level, is a useful construct when
considcring deep operations; and (3) the Army should reconsider
its Aviation Modernization Plan--pursuing the develipmfent of an
advanced cargo aircraft designed to maintain air lines of support
to maneuver units might be more prudent than a commitment to LH-X
at the expense of other systems and programis.

. . .. .. . . . . . ... .. . .
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ABSTRACT

DEEP OPERATIONS IN AIRLAND BATTLE DOCTRINE: THE
EMPLOYMENT OF' U.S. GROUND FORCES iN DEEP OPERATIONAL
MANEUVER, by MAJ Darrell E. Crawford, USA, 32 pageF.,

In Soviet Army doctrine, deep operations has been a long
time in development and is manifested today in the Operational
Maneuver Group. As the name implies, the Soviet emphasis is at
the operational level. The mission of an OMG would be to
penetrate enemy defenses, raiding deep to destroy vital targets
and seize key cbjectives while avoiding decisive engagement. it
is a srctu.d rrin.,ic.r concept r tidu-tcd -,y a cirefully tailored, ad
hoc military for~i.tion cc.n'l"i "led by.U 'alC'L & '

In the U.S. .rmy deep operations is a relatively new
doctrinal develo41.-_.t; the emphasis is on operational fires ard
-lectronic warfaire r'-ther thin on grr)und n n er The Sovi-ts
r-cug'ni:'.e theo tv .. ir -: . . . i r .
ttJinoi,.gy ,wea[p-ru-., ci... an, i ' }~ Aar-:. w {'c in'*d. =

will most likely L*t -I Su'prlse attack by v niy tor,,%aid depic, J
-Its Vied u: .n t - .-. .i .t-n s . ... ,1 - s t hat ton

ousolete, or mi ..nt Ufl 111 ue ' C:L 've -- t rit. t sc
suggests that on a central European battlefield characterized by
meeting engagements betwe-en large tuits, deep operational frtanouver
might have an increased significance in the outcome of the war.

The question that this r-aper seciis to answer is what could
the U.S. Army ain hy ha ing a coricet for deep cr tiona!
kaneuv,tr uv grcu.t d e. in a mdu- tO tr- L. rs V war.' Fo
answer this question i (i) analyze Soviet deep operations theory
to cletermine how their (,ncept (Ievetoxd and ,hat they expect an
0MG to accomplish, (") -litte .irnd Battle doctrine and

:ete~rine the rurrent r.J . of deer c*rattins , (3) .omnare Soviet
-. d"©& .io1L.2ts to [.z i<):iA .1,'3 to ucte~rmi:o Ire t ci.t. i b,

U.S. grcr, turd forces in i-, p e:ratt icos , and (4) determine it' a
ccncept for decp o' r t 'ral naneuver by grouxrd forces cculd
benefit the U.S. Armv. A N\TO-Warsaw I'act scenario is used as a
model within which to analyze the problem. A surprise attack is
assumed.

This study concludes that an operational expansion of the
current deep operations concept coudd benefit th4e Army Oy
providing a model trat commndet s could use to plan and train for
Wiold maneuver of large units over long distances. It would also
te an exceltent ".ehicie f'or Lretrin them to corhct enzl.ze'men f.s

* Flud, "n-ain en---n!ent. -I exfrlicit frmework for the

>terFatiorial arlcs woul~d t c; . 'L, ~i2-l <<. L"' i*a,&,]bl

Liip deter ecniv .tt .

Three implications that result from this study are that:
(1) brigades might be the best formation to maintain as self-
supporting tactical entities with divisions being primarily
warfighting headquarters that can receive whatever mix of
brigades, by type, that the situation calls for; (2) airmechan-
ization, a combined arms, maneuver oriented concept that can be
applied at the operational level, is a useful construct when
considering deep operations; and (3) the Army should reconsider
its Aviation Modernization Plan--pursuing the development of an
advanced cargo aircraft designed to maintain air lines of support
to maneuver units might be more prudent than a commitment to LK
at the expense of other ystems and proirafmls.
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DEEP OPERZATIONS IN AIRLAN) B.TTYIE I)OCTRIJNE: THE
EMPLOYMENT G( U.S. GROUND FORCES IN DELP OPERATIONAL,

MANEi:UV\ El.

I. INTRODUCTION

Both, Soviett azJ '.S. warfihting cLtt'n +

irn~s2 t I.K,.i.._t ..Th4- .2 'u- : : -t - if, 5. ffi - >. r ,. i-.i .q s t " -:: l

the So1Ci t.:uv t, : t ',,tv ine, a !I-ng -Ifi. ii .. ,1,',ii,.t .:srd

mnv iif,-Stre t-1,1v in -ei. tr' vr 2c III n

t.,," DX1 i.t ,. ,I *:q - . -' }e . r t ionas le,, .) f w c'. T ,_.

deep to destroy vital targets arid seize key objectives Ihiile

avoiding decisive engagement.' It is a groiud mraneuver concept

conducted by a tarefully ta i or--, ad hoc military forni tion

1 ld t j I i i.A

dec Id .i r , roIvow ' ' LL the? . P1 t -7'i n) I , aces T-s .ilfj hKtsi on

operational fires and electronic warfare targeted at follow-on

icrces irnle id ,if -n gr,-)tt, ndleux< r. PEut contemporary ,t'it

I t. tn'' Soviets rerc'O)gj '.e tie threat o r~heir fouiow-,-

,,<.he!:; z I ,i-y hih , r-r..v, :trd if a Varsaw Pact

I ~ k f d .7.ici s r(;>"

Iuhed Lip into a s ngie ecneion. ThMs suggests tJt the h;ll

S. tritegy rised in Fart on timely warning and FOFA might have

become at best obsolete, and at worst might not be an effective

deterrent. It also suggests that in the non-linear melee of a

central European battlefield characterized by meeting engagements

between large urits, qvineuver warfare in general, and deep

operational maneuver in particular, might have an increased

the 1..S. Arn" gain b h',; ig a ,:oncupt for deep op'21:it.i,,ai

-1I-



Inl I y~tctu u a iii 1- tIn t.u.;it .'nr? To

an -ver thig q n v-q;"n I w ill (1) nrA>" Svi"t d*'j' ny at ions;

the ry to dnrcm~ it& h- w th i r corv p.~~ tX Wu ~q-d aid V~~a t t hey

expect an 0MIG to accomlish, (2) evaluate AirL-and Battle doctrine

and det-ermine the curr-'nt role of deep olorations, (31 ccrnire

Soviet devriojmins to U.S. capabilities to detcumine the

! 1 " -f 'q . j r i l fur it - w "T-in ot

I . . .t I I -.l-

anlz Ca I r.2m ii NW ipie takwl

assumed because

I. in- Ij, w il in f- fEr p

1 M
1

Accurding to aalyst Phi i ip KatHar of BDM Curyur'ation one

h -t' '' for surprise rinvi~l n ....-

wrw-ih Moe Wrenort risk of such an (yeraLir1, because the U.S.

wLuid be outnuLmbtered in any conceivable Eurasian - e:nario arnd

could not afford t.o lose large military formations or needlessly

expend considerable juanti-ties (if resources.

11. SOVIFT ARMY DEEP OPER~ATIONS

V. o~peratio~nal le'vel of war atn ber ~.t is ttI*

Wrthe movement A ccmr)at Af major mili tary formations is



i r.:i.;" u '.< ,, ! :-' - :Q oi:!: K or..4.j ctk n.. . This .- _!

I t_}:tOlt f .t:- ng c.*.. '.-A 1Y, .0 tin ' rej:.t:n n.-.

idea that wars could te .;on in a single, clima ctic battle. The

Soviets were the first to contemplate the implications of this new

level imd, becait of their strot,,v icm, ti n, their thirnki.4

C it:.: 'I :a. K -n" V n.: -"%- P "'i'"". So vie.t t ;:. -

t FnT t hp ONO. W 1 1

,_ s, t z1t: it' A 0 ,pla i :hsL he cei 21 " of his thu,' _...j.

sl_'culations. by genius he " , .n.at nAot only origiiial t-- :.t]
cr'ativity raised to th-ir highest power but also, as he wrote in

rue, M~ik:hail "ij,.,iv .. - 'v ,', k-l "4s a 6 niuL. .m.4 h;--.

"Iiert Ii , 7'" .C [ KL~ . .K. .s.-', . .. ,2r1 V_1I- .?: '.21..I-. 2

!?1,. 1 fjI Cltu. UirL ;ht 0;' and the .7 di.;i

. nd t i nd.ZrIs tor t;na r science 's turrher
developme,.,nt. Then . . . his openness or

':'" rd h nj.,l ,wr t 5 .3 1.o wed him,

-,,? r; ':t : r th re I,,v t, !--

hink hi 5 whal e 'on.'it it lni d o er if on
T(d ie(r-vp :rm b!.},ad tot t "o dep battle.

it. 12' '. -'' r? , - :

o ,,' : i a m e.hal s e ', . r .5

Perhaps his wreatest nuhiie.emnclit was leavi xg behind him in

establishment and tradition which would in 1942 provide the

springboard for he Red Army's ultimate victory over ;ermany.

The point of depn*rture for Tukhachevskii's operational and

tactical thinking ias the ,idea of 0imult aeously reutra dliir. .}e

•'\j n't,. C r t.- -P:gl In ', waur ts %U21 Air:y kr.d frn 't.

- :3 -



-~i rifatry Qv h of i elId, he f A t t I~t a tbi'Oat f rui At strat P, "aFv

the enicn, be cat taod across the cnlij-u front with infantry so

that the weakest point could be identified and breached. When

this w~as done '.' ,n : rvc 'ho.-k army- of sevoin caval cv corss

heavil s~j~t Pq nrilrv wrn1Ib toe insertpd to attack the

rougniiu on of the irnitrt,nc' at :iechari ation, the potential of

aviation, and th~ir pre~dictions of more lethal weapons witn

greater ranges. They wor.:1u~ied that, theoretically, the new

t h!-c:z u't "h- fo4r- -, VI in 00fa:t t ii W cu id Inot. 'c. .1 WrE

the oncrnv * r To do this the shuryk army~h i's"lf l' c to e

ic q l 1.. I''L, in.d' ero g to !.Oe etai

'1Z0

-. r'.r.presecntinig a ijnit ant Iepartire froam the brcoad front

stirategy. A\t the sime tJime the r.iced to echelon the forces a.n the

main axis and to design special equipmnent, such as heavier tanks

for the p~erietrauing forces and lighter ones for the exploiting

forces, was recognized. After Triandafillov's death in 1931,

'h i cf of Ar-my S-taff hdfflacheiknj i(! about roorganiziig the ar-my



In V "',30's d.'.-p Lt.' . t) evolve irto dccp

oF-ratic-ns, which rt'quired the cooperation of aviation with

air-borne, nw-chani c-d, and motorized Lvnits, and for the whole force

to operate indeperderitly of the main foruvtion. The now

organization was intended to reach to a depth sufficient enough

for the attacker to effect operational reserves, tactical

airfields, and arnW headquarters.

an r, , r * m ..'as h,,w to *1fl.j a trt. i -l - etertt , Ct

anJ Aep.-Q: i v :.i t <t i. To , ansv.r-s to this and otri;or

.r.b I cnv: , *)IA ,: !. r-t'it ioal fAC 'ty ". :aS et up, "It the Frunve .\n&<nv

's t h : .*.. >.Uof *AK .jjlw . 7iu - )~.'

n-ta] sch-me f. r deep operations:

(a) the operational grouping of an army
n i ,; r., shou d protvide for two

echelons--the a" ,ack echelon, made up of
all-aims l'ormations reinforced with artil-
i e1r and tanks; and the ieveiopment eche-

n. 7' '. , r r'; h I crh! "y; 'r, -,T ' hn ised.
,o~ _,cd und ,a vi rv uni ts and tasked 1o

-tN'nCz ne tac't .- ,,tl breach in the deience
to oneationa] depth
(b) the development echelon should be
committed lir,- c tIv after the first enemy
defended area iad been breached (and)
mus t take on the enemy s second defended
area betore it could break loose or deal

"h h: r eserves
,c", e .'1 .ti? cJr 'J , ndl ,ije "lrprnent of

I , cle' ?. ('1 '- Lu iij (fl, et:,* S - -UP to tL e

ine of tfe enemy's main supply dumps anad
army headquarters
(d) aimv aviation (light bomber and ground
attack units) would be employed on prepara-
tion of the break-in and, in depth, on
operational co-operation with the devel-
opment echelon, preventing the enemy
reserves from intervening and offering re-
sistance in depth
(e) front aviation (long-range
homhers) uId be task-d to isolate the
,ea,.-i, .. ,'t r :., J:t,,v fim "he enemy s

jt, U: i," ' . a d p. 0 1 ,t t' I r, n ,10 ' C177c n

of his strategic reserves

-5



-) , :,.,:,";,c [ ,~.. "u d go in at the
depth of the enem vs maI n supp1v duops and
army headquart ers, with a vI,-w to co-
ojp, r.: t i on t i t h the d 2% I o t.,i t echt, Ion .9

Because the operational aspects of the deepening idea w'e

still being worked out, only the tactical concept of deep battle

entrrod Soviet doctrine with the publication of Field Service

Rcg .1 ions I936 F -3V) ; deep o!icrr:t - wer- only tent, i . .

:ic:, s'<c-, in tj-t 11i1jit. ion. A high.r ou'j'-xticr:i! :5"o., , t.

Cent:ru, Staff Ac.,ld:: wui- cst:.L islcd in 1922 to pic.i: up jhc'

1 1 1 T i i -I ;- it tV S J

theory, operational art and the training of higher commanders ad

staffs in the conduct of deep operations. For exaxmple, in

determining Then ;rnd at what depth to c:omnit the develnpment

e%-heiun, thlu e t :hitue, were offered: against a weak opp-osition

boend it strajiht thro, igh without a br.ak-in battle; under normtl

c'K:, , tior:< tl:v-'.t it ', tho . .m s t_-ct. i<o'2 Jd rth adJ L:,.,or;

' .st . trcc fi ,1.s it h;uid r-inf')rce the

a ck echiilcri and then exploit success.1 0

S.\nother e' ample of how the General Staff Academy contributed

to the growing beody of knowledge surrouding deep operations

, c T rncd

" IL ' t Qf c ' .) he" , do :/ iv ] ,. L '. nn r

- fl, * , 1 , ' i i.1 1 , .1 1 fql l ''' ,, 1 " I.' . J I , go4

Abou "'U tlmumc[i e detup and take on the
enemy 's second defended area, putting out

. only motorised reconnaissance patrols and

raid parties beyond this depth. In the
"deep" play, out to 100 kilometres, the
development echelon would go straight for

the enemy operational reserves in co-
operation with aviation and airborne
forces, sending out mechanised infantry on
raids against enemy static installations or
on blocking actions. The third "comhinod"
tat ant ,?mpn', (d .c?..'. ';n', 7, " 'he.)nls,

su r"rn n'erh ^ajoIrnIng gro1up.

-surround and destroY major enemy groups.11



of the Field Service RE-ulaitions, PU-39, which fully exprei'sxed

decep oip-eItinivs tti4 ory. Prolh-,ahyhea~; of the milita--ry purges-!

of 1937-38 and the long, shadow thoyv cast Over Tiukklcshlii 's

ideas, the manual was not published. However, it was revised in

1941 and its operational concepts influenced Sc.7et conduct of the

war, particularly the development of the instrument that waS to

The So-viert. 0MG Concept.

re-iult of the theory of deep) ooor~i1ci~s deveic.'J at the ;r'uize

experience gained du.ring the Great Patriotic War (World War 11).

Whereas World War II mobile groups were supposed to encircle large

enemy groupings and inflict whatever collateral damage they could

- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -c I<n ::es v.hrot -tp 1 tC

p-tent ial ly nuclear naiture of a modern conflict against NATO

pri ces di ffor-tit rcejuiremeit s on the O'AG. NATO would be ait, a

11: l1 I ~rCaI ci:- al --I e in c(:,v -ni 0 a . C f erti ;)n~...;.x1 I, -:

the ' o"-it <1nd, -ollst queritlv , hias adopt-d a first use poi icy for

nuclear weapons in order to maintain a credible deterrent. The

Soviets, therefore, hop-_e that An eai ntruduction of CtMG's into

NATO's operational depth will pre%,elt the establishmc-it a)f a_

s;table defense and thtat the interming-Iling of forces and fast Ice

)t r~ a ti otsWill pr--rn:'t th.e use of -,,v_,ear wcvlxns to- les! or-

operations is to defeat NATO nuclear strategy, while the

operational aim is still the destl-uction of large enemy

formations. But instead of the encirclement of those forces being

the primary goal and confusion and panic be--ng the secondary, as

mobile groups tried to do, OMG's seek primarily to physically or

psychologically dislocate the enemy in order to create the

rOtndi t~ions for th~ir *i.-~at in detail1 with -n-~i rclemrrit i~ g

4 '1,V Lf re kjirc #,.-I r I - s-.



The headquarters that is able to comrnd and control a

molern 0MG is at a lower 12vel than its World War II predecessor.

Soy _t. %..k ..... , - ' in 19-11- 15 had aro i 5 0 ti: ,.- hile t5 e:,

over 1400. With the addition of sup orting artillery and air

assault forces a front OMG consisting of a mcdern tanlk army simply

becomes too unwieldy to command and control, and difficult to

sustain over an extend.ed LOC. Further, an army headquarters is

not capable of controlling two battles simultaneously (due to its

tactical nature and its limited means to comimand and control),

rikjng it imp.ssible for both the attack and development echelons

,h 'i t*o djst-nr h ti* ) to ie ,- the .:7m1, ap-r~v

: ' sp-c ially tailored fre tmdtr the ccrmuLind of an ad h,_

corps headqurters for front level 0MG operations. 12

Another thing that is different about the front level CAG

from the old mobile group is its echelonment. During many World

War II operations, Belgorod-Khar'kov being a good e.mnple, the

armor<-] for'es Irking up the mobile group wcuid onan,,-j iLo

.t-Lnl depth, but foll..w-on ifan -r .td ot her suppe t iCS

and CSS) were not able to keep up. The armored forces, therefore,

became ilnerable to counterattacks with the whole operation being

subject to defeat in detail. Today, the virtually equal mobility

of infantry and the inherent combined arms nature of all

formrktions solves the old problem but at the same time creates a

11cw re: on the one hand there is in meurratn Th mjr'
t A1, IC 1.., .i., armor Afod L I0Ai I,t. UhllIJ I I.l ) s- ,~*~ , . .~ - ' l but.

,n h) !her handI the .nemy has the samr, e mobility, thus incr--asing

the ofger of e:qxsod fIlanks and overextension of the line or"

,)perations. To alleviate these problems the OMG has bet-ome less

armr ind more combined arms oriented, with a motorized division

t',jI !.-wi ng the tank division as a secoxnd ,.',fhe'.)n to ooer 3rtiiilery

deployment, send out raids, and protect the LOC's.

The OMG's objectives depend on the level involved. A Soviet

army level OMG, most likely a reinforced armored division,

acts as a large operational raiding
force. Typically it is assigned an ulti-

T . .. : m .t:. . .T- ; :. ... _. -.. ,-: ........ ...... -....".3.....-_.--



mate objective or objectives . . but is

eYpected to disruPt. c.I "tre. or seize

other objectives avnog the wa, , whiIe

attempting to avoid a decisive engagement
with large enemy forces.

13

A front 0MG, an ad hoc corps, will be expected to help the first

operational

echelon penetrate the enemy defenses,
if requited, and then to raid deep into the
enemv rea as e l;- in thz oI tC.n, Ve a.

possible to destroy enemyv nuclear
weapons, air deft--nes, comrunications, com-
mand and control , to seize airfields or

disruot Iine t c ,unl .i catin, and to

assist adl ii an PLrC"S Ii ns CZi ,-

bridgeheadas, road lunctiuns and s, forth."'

For an GIG rt o L- rL, e its .- r a t T eU',:at it iust rnot L.

conmitted too soon, too late, too shallow, or too deep: it should

be inserted precisely at the time and place that the attack

echelon achieves operational depth. Operational depth, however,

. . . is not .just the rear edge of the defended zone, but

SOVIUT I )PEE OPER ATIONS (X>NCD

-cOPNL OP1I RE W Axrr
I tDEFET4DEt ZbV'N

<r- (F HOLDIN C
cPuI.'- ATACKS

~AI ~ -.1 4OLD N Gr

ATTI'C40

FRomT omcrAM~P8Y O*'I6 FIRST* ECKL0ON PWAY~

(DEVEL-09P4ENr EC*(ELON) FIUEI(ATTINCK EUVrELOlN)

FI9R



incluJes the addL:tioruvt1 depth the ri-bile fo:'C ce .3 to d'vciop

its initial rnoouvre.' '15 It is in the achievcnicnt of this

additiotl depth w,-nere the differene betwei, the two -evei. of

0MG, army and front, can best be understood (Figure 1). Among the

armies that make up the front's first operational echelon, the

ones on main axes are, in deep operations terms, attack echelcns.

Their rnission is to rxn-trErte enrmy defen-. s to the rear edgp of

CMG would then be inserted at the crueial time "o S<.11e a so]-t oi

bridgehead beyond he defended zone for the front O-G to p-f.

th-ou~h ar.d cc'i i r , n ,i ,y, -r . -

momentun. Tongther, the two CMG's constitute the yrunt

commander.

Time and space calculations are essential to a modern Soviet

deep operation against a preFared defense. The Soviets have

studied the :- . . oef mobilo gr 'i c K'r.t .- ,- 1,,c...-: v trjU :v.

-" OPETINtALL K.1NFTJVER IND)CES

T!-,ll :; , -it to CC llr at
-. .nl .tan Strength .- (-c, r \o. Depth Msn Luration

Force Tks/SP Guns Width Rts (KM) Day , Depth (Days?

Tk Army 1300-1500 16-24 4-6 0-80 1-3 250(1)
(nuclear scared) 300(2) 5

10-16 3u( l )

(conventional)

Tk Div 8-12 2-:1 0-60 1-2 1(2,0 )  
-

conventionai)

SMRD 265 8-16 2-3 0-3 1 50( )  3-4
(nuclear scared) 60(2) 2-3

()G0S)  1-2
5-10

(conventional)

Notes: (1) Prepared defense;
(2) Partially preptared defense
(3) Unprepared defense;
(4) All units deployed in 1-2 echelons.

TABLE 1

- 0 -



mny World War I1 exampies to use) to d-velop norn.s to guide thel r

em'lo !nerit of oGp,;'-tional ncrreu'er forces. Table I shows sci&e of

the indices on which these nor!:s arce baAe. ai.- -a ll

unprepared defense, time and space calculations, although still

critical, take a back seat to the sound understanding of

operational proce(dures and their rigorous application.

Con I !1 "

Cones ide:'i Scv<i-t histoy and _ O.,v ':I a: 2 v in

centur'y), the size of their army, and their emLsis on fliLAr,'

strategy is not :urpri- ing. Qii vr.n thcc-. chirczv:sia,,&c ,

fa,-rl,;u ij-r pna a I

Soviet 0OG's will be ni-hl m ti,ie, heavily rueilfciud

combined arms teams with enough strength and flexibility to send

out both ground and air task forces on raids against selected

targets. lo e ucce:sful they must be conmitted in carefully

orchestrated, critically timed echelons along well established

lines of communication. The maneuver groups will attempt to move

rapidly to: ,ug} :u!r '. ' d or dcflfeatod %,ATO to recrrn

ojperati.tal ,ieth, -Ad or,:e there they could be exi-pected to

physically or psychologically dislocate the enemy and create the

conditions for their ultinte defeat.

II1. U.S. ARMY DEEP OPERATIONS

to succeed juring a iar in aurope: emerging :-cinology " :,.rs

and the serious attention being paid to the operational level of

war by some members of the Alliance. 17 The new weaponry threatens

to revolutionize the battlefield the way that nuclear weapons did,

and despite their growing technological sophistication the Soviets

still maintain a healthy respect for the West's technological

capability and economic potential. As for operational art, what

troubles the Soviets is ,!'at an increase in -perational

sophistication would mean better control by higher ccmmarvI-s md,

- 1.1 -



thus, a mor'e effec.tive iritogr ttion :)f both the xiz ii fry;'L/

the now wcaponryv

1. .-1..... .trine

FM 100-5, Operations, officially, if belatedly, introduced

the eperational level of war to the U.S. Army in 1982. Dtspi t e

the favit tha--t the, Amrircan Armv is 60 years' or so behind the

S C' " i :- in s~t I I V 'At te t' jo a:1C : ti- .

~hor~e t xea'-- ofpnin in th- spirlte", ai Oi ti~

heated debate ukf--r the iie.w AirI.qtnd PWattle Doctrinie aid its

ing oper-;2. I a cn 't .1", 1ti-11" 0:IC ip ~* '

American awax'eziss o-f operation. L art and the interest. it has

been mrade.- But the debate has donie little to deve.oi.. for

inclusion in our doctrine any kind of concept for the employment

of g4round forces in deep operations.

.XirluArdLti otjR divid4,-s the battle-field i-l~o three

interrelated arfea-s of operation, referred to as close, deep, and

AREAS OF O1AION

CLOSE A

FIGRER

-F 12 P



rear, with each level 's clo:-;e area rou"hly encomjvt.; si;g the clo:e,

deep, and rear areas of its immedLate suboiLdiLat. (Figure- 2).

Deep operations are the activities directed against erievry forcut-

in the deep art -. .A excuwination of doctrine reteals whc-t the

Army currently expects to accomplish with ground forces when

conducting its deep operations.

FM 100-5 states that, at the operational level, deep

Si-'it: zhouild , .. inciu, offorts to i.qolatr current

hilt lh; an.ri to irifl ,: uhd:rt-, wh,_.n, :k;nd a .':iIt : "'i , .ktmu e

bItt ies will 1e fit'h: ' my cn ij'hes"is). .-\l th,-,>Wh rourd, rrn.u,,.r

is mention .d as a ntx-sible rn'ns of conducting deep oIrations the

priority in the Army's. sn .arfight•Ig is

oer'-ift iIn;il fires arid electronic warfare, both explicitly and

military formations accomplish in their deep operal.Lons can be

seen in the supporting doctrinal manuals for those formatimns. FM

100-6, Large. Unit Operations, does not even mention depop
operations. Fm 100-15, (forps ( : tindi-sclr;s -, i -"_p

orerations solely in relation to their impact on the corps' own

close fight. There is no di,,;cussion of the corps or one of its

subordinate divisions penetrating enemy defenses and raidi.,ng deep

- to destroy vital targets and seize key objectives while avoiding

decisive engagement.

Interestingly, the division level doctrinal mwnu1i dol s

faddress deep operations ir support of higher headquarters. FI 71-

100, Division Operations, states that "division deep operations
ti -. it " f u ri't io r ,F ,-t it . ,i t',.:n c t io n f" " ,iu it f o r c-e s i: r e

,,lh at it. c .ed .11,.1 L:) :- : L . ... " .t l " .. - •

s-y that "the division will cuiiduuct deep eratios . . . i a

unit in support of a corps or LAC operation or it may cormit

organic and supporting division elements to deep operations in

support of the division tactical plan .... "19 While there is

an unmistakable operational implication in these statements, no

concept currently exists in corps, EAC (echelons above corps), or,

indeed, U.S. Army doctrine within which the division can plan,

train, and ,litimatplv execute deep operations to achieve

operational objectives. Just .--s i-. 100-5 does, il of -1e.se

- 13 -



ManuaIs, Place the emihasis f or deep Or'erations on indireQct fire,

air, and EW.

Iroca Cl ly , Air tni Fld ttA e doctrinte's fncmi iItnt

initiative, agility, depth1, arnd sync'hroni 7--tion, woul jemt

encourage the development of a deep operations ccncept. FM J00-5

encourages its readers to think (anid, correspondingly, act) in aI

way that woutld he conducive to a conIcepIt Such as deep oprientionaL

M:Am it~c 1 ; a6 SII.-i,: tai r!~- ~fr~ - int>rA'tl t

evnsto -ichi eve the desir(ed thea t r ;t rateoic 'Aims; by deftijir11

oreratiorial manecuver and declaring2 its pup .O lobe- tiv

A~ii ~atonof tac-tical suICCe-;-s-- to achiove ov-ratiorial results.,

I <A

willingness to accept risk; by encou-raging augrc-ssive, high

momelntum operations that build and sustain a tempo cap--able of

pressing the fight to a successful conclusion; by describing

* ~turning movements that avoid dfis anoinsed c;o dW

cit i(cal objectives dee in the erim 's rear; by 'encoura'Jing

* flexibil1kv in the defense triihthe mnainterianr-e -Af an

rr)T~rationai reserve and a timeily reiturn T-o u~xs -r

and by providing an operationa-l framework a.s a coiimc.n refereznce

for all..

(oe1. us ion

Unlike the Soviets, U.S. deep operations Is niot. a concep)t

('for the employment of groun~d forces in pursuit of operational

k 71S , -,It I-rn r A t . fi; : ra V

-.n Li wi th :-rj.~y limited operational i ~ :ne e.v

s;uggests that although the U.S. Army has no explicit CYMG-like

concept, Airhirid Battle doctrine cot..id conceivably s-up-port snich an

idea. Further, it would seem that the writers of divisional

doctrine have been infected by the strong mraneuver orientation of

the still relatively new U.S. doctrine and have taken the

initiative in exploring its possibilities and implications. The

question of what the U.S. might accomplish by conducting Soviet

style dieep operations with ground f-.rce s needs to be examined.

-14



I V. ANA;,Y- iY ,'- LV.i'.i ."0.S. Cb hV F%,( i- iN

DEEP OPEI'ATIONS

If a ntjor land war between Soviet and '<otern all i nces on

the EiLr-qj'.an or As;i-,'.r continents w cL.-3; tA c 1: b> do oie t sid,,

the West would initially be -)fn the operational as well as the

strategic defensive. Even though the defense would be a "shield

of blows," to borrow Clau.;ew5'z's term, ,er curir:,:it doctrine the

blot.'s wide by ground units would be only tacttical ones; the

stHitf-.,I aim (in the cont .x of an ,v,.rdI .' , L,,.r~ g only 1-c1

create more favorabe cond.i t ons for the c 'r-. ,t The c. u-r'

initiative b(ca.-g SO it ,c:CeOp s this d1-,-1 , - -..-s, it n t"d tell.-

and create the conditions f, r the operaticnlal :)ffensi e. This

operational defensi-e featuring tactical counteratt,.icks amou ts to

the acceptance of battle on Soviet terms.

The West must take the oy-ratioral ,ffen:. r oth :'o,

political reasons and to gain anything decisive; the LIuestion is

how and when to do it.. If an operational coutxt rstroke was
latn.'hd while the enemy" was -t'iI ta' c L:i, t - o uld

be gaps that could be exploited. By exploil-ing ti_-oe saps the

enemy could be forced to take up a hasty defense, or even change

his plan, and "maintaining the operatiorna] plan is the primary

tank of regimental through front comnuanders."' '  There are two

forms that this theater, or regional counterstroke could take: an

attack directly into the front or flank of the :nemy's :ain

., i".tr' , ...,,, att r it ion St rat eg y-- t., ' e 1 :ih,:> .- r

:)r an indirect appro ach aimed at an t.nemy akn,, -:s (a maneuver

strategy--where space interacts with mass and time). It could be

argued that in order for the indirect, or maneuver approach to be

more successful, or even decisive, it should continue into the

enemy's depth. Assuming that this is true, two questions emerge,

each addressing the larger issue of the feasibility of deep

operations by a U.S. ground force. First, what effect must a deep

- 15 -



operations force have to be opr.tioi,.,'.' S.c Wi, .<,'t size of

for.L io l Id it tJ.: c  t , ce t1 h- ,' .J ' ' , ,.'.

According to C.J. Dick, a rE:-;carJh av'-,c,ciat.2 at the Sovi.t

StaidJ i - Re;f'ar, Centi- at , . , tile , 1I urr .IL .-'.eviot ;t r't t .

in Eur-ope is to mount a stng, bi'o. d frrt, su'f'pr-e att;ck ain,-d

at preempting defensive preparation and causing meeting

engagements between large units. 2 1 Under these conditions the

Soviets believe that, theoretically, they can overcome NATO

jo S D ch .. ni 'tvf.ethv
(11 gairn :[t ] ...... * ir ...... t'g ttpr *e

S2 ) accuno I l i} their" irnt ,.cJ 'f a t .',t.'c-1 J ,;c). o -t i ,ys

with.iuu. fol low or ".:. - ur 1-.°

adi) : lIC ' C: r-'Ut

(5 achieve air s '

(6) exerci:-e centralized oernatiorytl control and

decentralized battle management, and

(7) take a combined arms .opproach.

But this strategy involve.s significant tradeoffs. First,

" they will only be able to mister an overall 2:1 advantage in

iv sions. second, t . ." r:,t *T' a fo c,-,n echelon and on]v

-a rlatively nc, : combint.d armsr,:v - . Third, larger and more

* complex combinted arms formations r-quire time for coordination

" while the dtemand for higher tempo reduces the time available. It
is these weakness;s that d' eap cperations should attack -it the

operational level.

OIKrat.i ori1 Aims of Deep Man(euver by U .S. Grourd Forces

of ad-/ace the 5oviets 11',it tiI1 the iifes r ise ,ie,.

Undoubtedly, they will be thinned in areas where there is

difficult, more easily defended terrain. Nonetheless, given the

right mix of forces massed rapidly at the critical points quick

breakthroughs are possible in those lightly defended areas.

Because there is no follow-on echelon and only a relatively small

reserve a successful penetration by a sizable, mobile force would

meet less opposLtion once in the enemy's rear, resulting in a

greater likelihood of sulrviving -,nd greater freedom of action.

-16-



v u1 .i, s& -'chf

e:tr~ ohi,'; alr':It idy 1- i t ril time Problem by giving h*-m st.ill

another thi (-.:tt to worry atxut , in a cmltely new tiet o I

tie like] v ef'fec-ts beina~ to redice i" S GD ope';ti onri1l tempo> an,

for- irt- him to 1 cio ra., r jv-ac;t5 gour terms o~f -tI

To have operation~al Qffect the =nit attacking deep must take

a force sufficient enough to threaten the rear of the enemy

on~-atio~ Iconi~nci~raiA ci ther des;tvoy the most vulnerable _'f

Ii Iv ii .v:-4 c-m ;~ l:..s i, av i-i t io n, e t c or- f or cre h im t o

h~utb 1.u ef~ td~ 1 1t Ast tit, c T oitje : tui

the lws -'eheitr they- f-Iji ca-In fight two battllrs_ at

'Urwt' irr' %t~ __~.. .;~~'-e uJL ~-L :

n!j.i 'aI '1Aroe 7 reL :- :i to stra t-"i c a irl

t . ~ i

what the Soviets expect f rom their (.,MG, with one important

exception: because of the relatively shallow strategic depth of

Western Etarope, the- Soviet CMG could potentially have strateg;ic

ef f:t, it. is ul t"kely thta ( .S. dt(-p o riincouid have

strat*'eqic eff-c1, exept in a siltuation where successful

- ra jonl ar~io 1-r d wo di sinogration ot the Warsaw Pact.

A\ nmj ,r-d ~'r in the two forces is their- exv- rId"Ab1ti.

The size of W arsaw Pact forces mr.esn, that if an OMG was destroved

it totdd lha~c litt-le ~t~t~cimj'act (iginoring the moral and

poTlitica1I implicain : I a L .. icfiP u[( atoiSfrc

±-ttnye, hur'vrthe Lswould be sorely felt.

In oro-r * i iev o o' ~ effects the deep) C-v'? -Ati Otis

anid continute to conduezt ojAratiunis. That reserxe Wouirjo mos

likely be one or two dix isioris, at least one of which would be a

reinforced tank division, possibly supported by attack heicopters

and an air aissault brigade. The deep operations unit must also

have sufficient strength and flexibility to send out raids to

attack the far flung segmnents of the vital systems 4t must

destroy, and to also maintain at least a degree of protection for

- 17 -



it.i line of c '', I* , .,I (L..)). Finl.- I Iy, the uuit u--t be hi-I[It

mobil e and lo-- :t i ci - I I y su ' ttolIe,

The, S i'. atid S p'.w L ii ii y of a l "p 0 (,itt. iozIs Force

Before considering deep operations theory and such

considerations as attack and develoixnent echelons, the first

forl.liti.I, t1at i ,qs out as a posihle deep oberations candidate

is a reinFcir,, 0 - di''izion, which i., what cnstitutes th.e

.)JX'Ici hi s I ai t, e , JFS-< *\i-.);S tLe . L ' ', !:LO " :

.n t- Ren', Hli.arx kevi,', COL 'vi;ain

Brintk e,. o. ,'_ ,tid iat 1,:a<i.sti * s xei'{-ui'nL~ s would prevent a-

a,- "r'i " .. .. , '. Thi ,i o):'-:.l '.tt on for t'' ,.'

of tMG-I ke di., c- : jors o a depth of 150 kiIo,,,et,:rs. i

,WMRM(MD DIVISION SUPPLY REQUIRL-D MS

C of Sun Requirement in Short Tons Per Week
r .30 (low side of estimr. e) +
III 11,577 (all vehicle/aircraft fuels)
IV 50
V 15,232 (3 hxy, 3 mod, 1 It days combati
VIII 14 (lo,- side of estimate)

2 P _ i0 ST/Week

26,910 Required
1,235 Capacity

2 5,675 ST/Week Shortfall

TABLE 2

T ink1e v Ley r tpt 1.. 1. 1 of the -natterial net.Ied for a w."- I .. l
r.- lri '.v.a, • :," . ... ., : ... ,.' .... .;... tO a I :ng a:,c

tenuous WC. t.-ing h1s figures the division, using -ii organic

ground vehicles, can carry less than 5% of what it requires to

sustain itself. lie also found that the amount of lift to haul the

remaining supplies would be more than even the corps could handle.

Colonel Brinkley completed his study by saying that "cross-

FLOT attacks should be limited by the depth of the attack and the

time to complete the mission (for example, no more than 50

kilometers or 24 hours in duration) which can be reasonably

supported by a DISCM aigmented with COSCOM or theater assets."23

- 18 -



If an ari.,ued division, the seeaingly logical choice for a deep

operations unit, cannot be supported to operational depth-- imp i ed

by BrirAl,-y to be arourid 150 kilometers--is there mly other forc.e

cap~ible of having operational effect that can?

For certain, an air assault brigade inserted into the enemy

rear and supplied by air could avoid the requirements of making a

potentially co.stly and time consuming penet-ation of the FLOT on

the ground and of n ~it.ai, i:, a ground LVC GI.OC). Given th air

defensie calviiities and tlh mobility and firepower of Soviet

forces, however, the brigade probab]y could not survive, let alone

ac!c-cn.iish the mi-;ion. Nonetheles., the f!-xibility and

increased combat por..ntia1 offere-d by air as:- ault can offer an

lil1)rt.tnt dime.ision to deep opxerations as evidenced by Soviet

plans to use that capability extensively to support its OMG's.

It is possible that an organization that joins armor and air

assault under one conmmand could produce enough combat power to

accomplish operational aims deep in enemy territory, but still be

lean enough to be supportable. Continuing with the division as

the logical model for building a deep operations unit, armor, air

assault, :tviation, and artillery brigades could be task organized

under one comir-ander as a deep operations force. Each of the

ground maneuver brigades, armor and air assault, would represent

one third a division's strength, including combat, combat support,
and combat service support, while the aviation and artillery

brigades would be collected from corps and division assets. The

aviation brigade wouid require a medium lift regiment of 3 (--47

kixtt;ili ,-s c(r ,r-tirg from .he friendly side of the FLUF, where

they would leave the amjori y of their support.

This organization combines the strengths of the armor and

L--r assault divisions with each complementing the other. It is

unlikely that either division could achieve deep operational

success independently, but together they could potentially achieve

the synergism necessary to have the desired effect. The armor

brigade gives the force a strong, rugged spearhead capable of

exploiting a penetration made through tactical depth by a

development echelon. rhe air assault brigade gives the force a

highly flexible, heavily armed (relatively speaking) infantry
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contingent caixible of infiltrating and weakening prepared

defenses, taking or covering difficult terrain, strorngpointing key

locations, and condu-:ting a variety of mi.cell-,eou. tasks such as

the handling of POW's. The attack helicopter brigade, consisting

of two regiments, gives the force the ability to rapidly and agily

respond to cotunterattacks by enemy armor, conduct long distance

attacks from a secure position in the enemy's depths (thus

significantly increasing the ran.ge of such operat ions and

eliminating the necessity to penetrate the more lethal ADA

concentration at the FLMAI against enemy foriwations moving tou,ard

the penetration, and acc.,mpli.h screen and guard missions in

support of armor and infantry.

Theoretically, this deep op-rations unit could be suppert-d,

based on the following assumptions: the unit would not penetraoe

farther than 150 kilometers beyond the FLOT; that a corridor free

of enemy air defenses could be maintained above the GLOC; that

Soviet analysis indicating that significantly less fuel and

ammunition is used during surprise, high tempo operations is

correct 24 ; that three C}1-47 battalions could be dedicated to

providing a continuous ALc; that an average of three sorties per

day and a 75% operational ready rate could be nmaintained by the

helicopters; and finally that the non-repairable loss rate of

major ground and aviation equipment would not exceed the planning

fiu-es in USACGSC Student Text 101-6.* But it is highly doubtful

that all of these could be accomplished in practice.

It would seem that the U.S. Army could not support deep

operations with ground maneuver forces to i depth of 150

kilometers. But is 150 kilometers the real distance over which

the force must be supported, or for that matter do forces

* Figures from ST 101- 6 :2S

Offense
Item 1st Day 2nd Day Nonrepairable - .20
Tank/IFV .23 .20 Repairable - .80
Arty .10 .10Atk Helo .30 .25 Evac/Abandon - .30
Cgo Helo .20 .20 Repair onsite:
Spt Sys .15 .15 10 hour - .20

24 hour - .20
72 hour - .0
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attacking deep have to even go that far to have operational

effect?

Achi.evir,g OpAerati oial Depth. With. U .S.. ..Ground .....Forcc.s

Assiuning that Brinkley's 150 kilometers is the approximate

distance that a deep operations force must penetrate in order to

achieve operatior ii depth, is that the distance over which the

force must be supported? Brirdkiy made his meas:urement fr, m t}he

FLOT and assume(d that the armored division would have to ope2rate

at the end of that line. But, in Soviet theory, the attack

echelon would penetrate enemy defern,;es to the rear of their

tact 'cal depth before comnitting the development echelon. This,

in effect, wou]lI create a salient in the enemy1 line within which

the forward jxissafe of the 0MG would be conducted. If the U.S.

applied the same concept, the attack echelon would occupy the part

of the 150 kilometer LOC forward of the FLOT but within the

salient, thus reducing the distanc: over which the deep operations

force would have to operate.

A H?)WN ATI'AC 1NG A PIUEARED DFYENSE
5ECONtD
OPN L

F 5"T OPW4L ECMEl.)N -. tHELIDN

Ix

x

)z %. ,,,, 21,_

FIGURE 3
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Continuing the same logic, once an American deep operations

force had passed through a salient created by a develo ent

echelon, how far would they have to go to have the dc -i'ed effect?

In a European scenario where a Warsaw Pact invasion was preceded

by adequate warning and buildup on both sides, Soviet fronts would

have a full army in the second operational echelon and a second

strategic echelon following on its heels (Figtre 3). 26  In this

sittation of overwhelming Warsaw Pact strength and depth, a U.S.

attack echelon would have to penetrate to the rear of the combined

arms reserve to reach the rear of the first echelon army. The

front corm;rrider would ex!.ect his reserve division and, perhaps, a

portion of his second e--helon army to deal with this incursion

while the remaind2r c,f his forces continured to their- objectives.

Therefore, it is unlikely that the development echelon would ever

break past tactical depth and doubtful that it would survive even

if it did. In the final analysis the deep operation would have

limited operational impact (though it could be significant

tactically) and would be high risk.

If, on the other hand, C.J. Dick is right about the Soviet's

desire to mount a surprise attack in Europe, then the fronts in

the first (and, for a time, only) strategic echelon could be

expected to push all of their armies forward and to form only a

small combined arms reserve (Figure 4).* In that case, a U.S.

development echelon conducting a counterattack to penetrate to the

rear of the enemy's tactical formation would only have to reach

the depth of one division in the zone of the holding attack, or

tvo divisions in another zone. Once in the rear the development

echelon would be faced by a relatively small front reserve which

would constitute the only second echelon force, and the second

strategic echelon would not be a factor in the short term because

it would still be mobilizing. The deep operations force, then,

would have a greater likelihood of remaining an effective fighting

force.

Even if the development echelon could not be sustained out

to a distance of 150 kilometers, its potential effect would still

* This table was constructed by the author based on a review of
classified and unclassified sources.
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be significant. One of the main requirements of the Soviet 0)MG is

2 to have sufficient strength and flexibility to send out raids to

protect its own LOC's and to destroy the widely dispersed,

vulnerable enemy systems in his rear. The U.S. deep operations

force could likewise project raids to considerable distances, and

when added to the distance already held by the development echelon

within the salient, the total distance would likely be much

4reater than 150 kilometers.

Conclus ion

Brinkley's approach to the problem is both a logistical one

(see if the plan can be supported, and if it can then determine

its potential effectiveness), and a negative one (proving that the

task is too hard). It is true that any plan must be logistically

supportable, but its development must be based upon operational

requirements to accomplish the desired end-state and then by

logistical restraints, not the other way around. This approach

allows the conmander to more objectively compare requirements

against capabilities and to properly consider the risks involved.
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It also encourages innovation in finding ways to accomplish the

mission, %,hercas a logistically driven plan tends to establish
ralculated, inflexible limits.

If a U.S. concept for deep operations by ground maneuver

forces was built around the Soviet model, a corps could be used as

the attack echelon (Figure 5). To accomplish a penetration to the

rear of tactical depth, the corps could conduct either a doctrinal

turning movelnt.it, which would avoid enemy strength and secure an

objective deep in the enemy rear, or a penetration aimed at some

vulnerable point in the enemy line. To exploit the breakthrough

and build the bridgehead, the army group reserve, an armored

division for instance, could lead the developnent echelon by

creating the bridgehead to operational depth. Following the army

group reserve would be the regional reserve, which should be a

small, ad hoc corps made up of perhaps an air assault brigade, an

A MODEL FOR U.S. DEEP OPEIATIONAL MANEUVER

I. W% ----

AA~
)

) RESERVE

COU 04 T-F R

- )(ATTACK E ECHELON)

FIGURE 5

aviation brigade, a cavalry regiment, and reinforced armored and

mech infantry brigades. Also included would be a heavily
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reinforced artillery brigade and a variety of combat suplp-,ort and

combat service support units. This deep operations force would be

the second part of the attack echelon and would be expected to

punch through into operational depth as far as its logistics would

allow. From that position it would attack the enemy's vulnerable

C3, logistics, etc.

Due to the unfavorable situation that NATO would find itself

in should the War. aw Pact mount a surprise attack, forces for

developmnent and attack echelons would have to come from what was

already available in Europe and from what would arrive within the

first few days of the war. Some of the assets might even have to

come from different countries. The collection of all available

units under one conmmnd and setting them in motion against the

enemy would represent nothing less than a NATO coUnterstroke based

upon three conscious decisions: first, the operational commander

is the one who can best visualize the whole battlefield and the
big picture, and is, therefore, the one who should make the

critical decision of how and when to commit available reserves;

second, that the reserves should be consolidated and used

operationally as opposed to being sent piecemeal into the tactical

level; and third, that the best time to commit the operational

reserve would be early in the war while the situation was still

fluid and uncertain and when the effects could be most decisive.

It could be argued that deep operations with ground forces

could be accomplished under the current doctrine, but I am

suggesting that it would be more feasible and effective if a

conceptual framework was included within which to plan and conduct

it. The example above, modeled after the Soviet OMG concept, is

just one way to do it. Regardless of its final form, the concept

would require a well rounded combined arms team and a commander

who had all the attributes demanded by Airland Battle doctrine,

especially initiative and boldness. The forces conducting the

deep operation would be subject to continuous air attack,

requiring substantial investment in air defense capability and air

superiority or parity. A deep operation would certainly be the

epitome of friction, requiring careful study to ensure protection
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of the force's long LOC's, and that it's culminating point would

not be reached.

V. CONCLUSION AND SUMMARY

What The U.S. Could Gain By Having. A Doctrinal Concept
For .,Deep. Operati-onal. Maneuver _.By....Ground. Forces

Currently, deep operations by U.S. Army ground forces is

only a tactical concept. At the operational level, deep

operations are largely a functicn of air, artillery, and EW, with

little emphasis on ground forces and no concept for their

employment. An operational expansion of the current deep

operations concept to include some kind of OMG-like model could

benefit the Army.

If the Soviets attack without a second operational echelon,
as Dick and others believe they will, there will not be any major
military formations for U.S. operational fires to delay, disrupt,

divert, or destroy, as they must under the current doctrine

(assuming the one or two divisions in front reserve do not

constitute a major formation). As a result, those assets will
have to be redirected into the close fight, which 9nounts to an

acceptance of the terms of battle set by the Soviets. This

clearly surrenders the initiative to the enemy and is directly

opposed to the spirit, if not the letter of AirLand Battle

doctrine. A concept for deep maneuver would provide the device

-necessary to seize and exploit the initiative.

Even if the Soviets were to invade with a second operational

echelon there is no guarantee that operational fires could attack

it. Observations made during exercises at the Battle Command

Training Program (BCTP), Fort Leavenworth, indicate that even

though the intelligence required to conduct deep operations was

good enough for division and corps commanders to make decisions,

it was not good enough for targeting.27 A deep operational

maneuver force could conceivably have benefited from, and perhaps

capitalized on the type of intelligence that was available.

Another observation made at BCTP was that attrition warfare

was the norm and maneuver was only reactive.28 This suggests that
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in spite of having a doctrine that clearly encourages initiative,

agility, boldness, and the acceptance of risk, large mit

commanders have perhaps not fully embraced those attributes arid,

therefore, are unable or unmw Iling to conduct maneuver warfare---to

apply strength against weakness to attack enemy cohesion. By

their actions they showed their preference to be attrition

warfare--pitting strength against strength where superior enemy

forces would have the advantage. A concept for deep operations

with maneuver forces might help commanders visualize the

battlefield differently, and encourage them to better incorporate

maneuver into their thinking, in close and rear as well as in deep

operations.

The U.S. could gain a lot by including a concept for deep

operational maneuver by ground forces in its doctrine, whether it

be an OMG-like approach or a different model. U.S. doctrine

recognizes that the modern battlefield will not only be non-

linear, but also, among other things, widely dispersed.29 It will

probably be impossible to make any distinction between the deep,

close, and rear battles. In this environment, where the melee of

modern battle will be characterized by meeting engagements between

large units, deep operational maneuver could very well have an

increased significance in determining the outcome. That has

always been recognized by the Soviets, as is evidenced by their

long developed deep battle theory. Moreover, their current 0MG

deep operations concept represents their effort to train as they

expect to fight.

The one area in which the Soviets see
themselves as enjoying a significant super-
ioritv over N.4TO is in their better under-
standing of the operational level of war
and their ability to handle large forma-
tions.

But,

rf the Alliance can develop an effective
operational art of its own, it will, in
Soviet eyes, be closing a significant gap
in capabilities.30
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What could the U.S. Army gain by having a concept for deep

operational maneuver by ground forces in a mid- to high-intensity

war? The improvement of the operational art by the U.S. and its

allies could act to enhance the deterrent value of our doctrine.

S..nmnary

Even though Soviet and U.S. warfighting doctrines recognize

the importance of deep or- rations in a mid- to high-intensity

conflict, only the Soviets emphasize deep operational maneuver.

This is not surprising given their historical experience and their

development of an operational level of war to help them maneuver

and fight large units over vast areas. Although the U.S. has

recently begun to recognize the importance of the operational

level, it has pointedly not included a concept for deep operations

with ground maneuver in its doctrine, leaving it primarily to

operational fires and electronic warfare. But the U.S. approach

assumes the enemy will echelon his forces, and depends on the

ability to target and hit those forces before they become engaged

in the close fight.

C.J. Dick has suggested that the Warsaw Pact would not

accommodate the West by taking the time to mobilize and move

forward additional forces for commitment in echelons. Instead,

says Dick, they would more likely launch a surprise attack by only

forward deployed forces pushed up into a single echelon. If that

was the case, a NATO strategy depending on timely warning and FOFA

might not deter them. Soviet concern over NATO's growing

operational awareness and capability, however, suggests that what

would be more likely to deter them would be a perception on their

part that NATO was willing and able to engage in maneuver warfare

in general, and deep operational maneuver in particular.

The U.S. Army has no explicit OMG-like concept, but AirLand

Battle doctrine encourages the development and use of such forces.

Such a concept could benefit the Army by providing a device with

which to

(1) seize and exploit the initiative,

(2) take advantage of, and perhaps capitalize on

intelligence not good enough for deep targeting, but good enough

for decision making, and
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(3) help commanders visualize the battlefield differently,

thus encouraging them to better incorporate maneuver into their

thinking.

Many have recognized the potentially destabilizing effect of

Soviet superiority and the need to do something about it.

Traditionally in warfare the development of a maneuver doctrine

has accompanied this realization.31 In the present situation that

has meant the development of AirLand Battle doctrine, which, even

if not a true maneuver doctrine, certainly centers on maneuver as

the dynamic element. An explicit concept for the employment of

ground forces in deep operations to achieve operational aims would

fit well into existing doctrine, and would provide a model that

commanders could use to plan and train for bold maneuver of large

units over long distances. It would also provide an excellent

vehicle for preparing them to conduct engagements in a fluid,

uncertain environment. A deep operational maneuver concept could

have these positive effects, and the expansion of our doctrine to

include such a concept could help deter enemy attack.

VI. IMPLICATIONS

In recent years rapid technological growth has produced
Zweapons and equipment that are increasingly sophisticated and

capable, thus significantly increasing the firepower, protection,

and mobility--the combat power--of military units. But the new

systems are also more complex, requiring increasing specialization

to operate and maintain them. The result has been an increase in
Ssupport relative to combat personnel and a two-sided dilemma for
X combat units: whether to increase the number and type of weapons

and/or vehicles in a unit to deal with the increasingly complex

combat environment; or to streamline units so that they may

specialize in a particular type or level of combat. For a

division to be versatile enough to operate over a wide variety of

contingencies it must necessarily be very large. Its size,

however, makes mobility and agility very difficult at best.

Consequently, the divisions ability to be an effective maneuver

unit is suspect. But, under the current force structure
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division's are the primary organizations around which tactical

combat formations are built because they have the organic support

necessary to sustain their subordinate units in battle.

The large, cumbersome divisions are also limited in their

tactical flexibility; armor/mech units are fast and powerful but

do not have enough, or the right kinds of infantry to do battle in

close terrain; light infantry units can be effective in close

terrain but lack the tactical mobility and firepower to be

flexible; airborne/air assault infantry have more firepower than

the light forces, but lose their mobility once decisively engaged.

In the final analysis, a division needs different types of

brigades to be effective. By virtue of their smaller size, the

brigades are also better suited to an environment requiring rapid,

flexible action. This suggests that, to support an OMG-style deep

operations concept, brigades are the best formation to maintain as

self-supporting tactical entities, and that divisions should be

primarily warfighting headquarters that can receive whatever mix

of brigades, by type, that the situation calls for.

Another implication of this study concerns the concept of

airmechanization, a combined arms concept employing advanced

technology systems and relying on a more intimate relationship

between armor and helicopters to improve mobility and firepower.

There are two approaches to this concept. The "heavy-lift"

approach combines light armor, antitank vehicles, and motorized

-infantry in the same tactical formation with heavy-lift

helicopters. This method maintains tanks and helicopters as

separate combat systems. The "Main Battle Air Vehicle" (MBAV)

approach replaces main battle tanks with lightly armored, heavily

armed rotary wing aircraft, thus merging tank and helicopter

systems into one vehicle and bridging the track/rotor interface.32

Two men, Brigadier Richard E. Simpkin of Great Britain, and

General Doctor F.M. von Senger und Etterlin of The Federal

, Republic of Germany (FRG), were largely responsible for the

theoretical development of the "airmech" concept. Their writings,

together with, among other things, U.S. Army aviation initiatives,

have had an influence on the formation of airmobile units in the

FRG, France, and Great Britain. What makes airmech important to
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this study is its emphasis on a combined arms, maneuver oriented

approach applied at the operational level. The concept leans

heavily towards the formation of a highly mobile reserve with

brigades of armor/mech, infantry, aviation, and artillery under

the direct control of the operational commander to achieve

operational aims.

Implicit in the ideas of brigades as the best level at which

to maintain flexible, self-sufficient tactical units, and highly

mobile and agile airmechanized reserves at the operational level

is the requirement for equally flexible and agile logistical

support. The system must be capable of moving large quantities of

supplies over relatively long distances (tactically speaking) in

short periods of time, and be able to change direction or shift

priority quickly. Obviously, air lines of support could

accomplish this better than ground lines, if we had the aircraft

that could accomplish the mission. Because of the modest

distances involved (perhaps 100 or 200 kilometers) and the

realization that improved landing surfaces might not be available

where supplies are needed, vertical landing aircraft would be

* required.

In view of the nearly logarithmic advances being experienced

in technology, it is reasonable to expect that directed energy

weapons and advanced missile design may make it impractical to fly

near the FL2T in the not too distant future. If that proves to be

the case, the Army's commitment to the LAX at the expense of other

systems and programs, particularly in Army Aviation, may be ill-

advised. What might be more prudent would be to pursue the

development of an advanced cargo aircraft (ACA) designed to

maintain air lines of support to maneuver units, especially those

under the control of the operational commander. The reward would

likely be an improvement in our ability to operate on a nonlinear

battlefield and, consequently, an increase in initiative, agility,

boldness, and a greater willingness to accept risk at all levels

of command. As it is, however, the U.S. will probably not

make a serious start on ACA until
1998-2000. That is too late, because we
will have retired a large percentage of the
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CH-47 fleet by 2008. The CH-47D is only I
meant to last 20 years after modernization.

That means retirement starting in
2003. An ACA program beginning in 1998 and
yielding the first production aircraft in
2008 is in fact about six years too late.* [

Besides reflecting on its current deep operations concept, the

U.S. Army should reconsider its Aviation Modernization Plan.

AirLand Battle doctrine provides an important and badly

needed operational framework within which to think about the

planning and conduct of modern warfare. Deep operations clearly

has a place within that framework, but ground maneuver needs to

play a more active role, whether that role is similar to that of

the OMG or not. Airmechanization and brigades as the primary

tactical maneuver units are ideas that could play a role in not

only a concept for deep operational maneuver, but also in close

and rear operations. To maintain the best possible deterrence

against a potential enemy it is necessary to explore ideas which

could potentially complement our maneuver oriented, fire supported

doctrine.

*This quote is from a letter sent to the author, dated 17
February 1989, by COL Ronald N. Williams, CH-47D Project Manager,
U.S. Army Aviation Systems Coxmmand (AVSOOM), St. Louis, 40. The
letter was in response to the author's first monoqraph, entitled
.Airmecnanization: Determining Its T'actical Viability On Th,

AirLand Battlefield."' COL Williams stated that he feels there is
a need for an ACA, and that there are studies ongoing to define
that need.
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GLOSSARY

Attrition strategy--The direct approach; attacking
strength with strength; characterized by the change of

* mass over time and favoring the larger force.

Attrition warfare--static warfare pitting strength
against strength where superior enemy forces have the
advantage.

Deep operations--the activities directed against enemy
forces in the deep area.

Maneuver strategy--The indirect approach; attacking
weakness with strength; characterized by the
interaction of space with mass and time and generally
favoring the more mobile force.

Maneuver warfare--using superior maneuver to apply
strength against weakness to attack enemy cohesion.

Operational depth--The rear edge of the enemy's
defended zone plus the additional depth the mobile
force needs to develop its initial maneuver.

Operational level of war--The level where the movement

and combat of major military formations is sequenced to

achieve specific aims within a predictable time span in
order to accomplish strategic military objectives.

Simultaneity--The simultaneous neutralization of the

enemy throughout his entire tactical depth.

? , J
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